The Digit Span subscale (Digit Span Forward, Backward, and Sequencing combined composite) internal inconsistency reliability has been reported at .93 (Wechsler, 2008) , based on a coefficient known as stratified coefficient alpha. With accessible examples, we demonstrate that stratified coefficient alpha can deviate substantially from a model-based internal consistency reliability that represents an underlying dimension, i.e., omega hierarchical. Next, we simulated item-level Digit Span subscale data to correspond very closely to the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-IV normative sample. Based on omega hierarchical, we estimated the internal consistency reliability associated with the Digit Span subscale scores at .74. (Blackenship, 1938; Dempster, 1981; Gignac, 2015) . In clinical practice, the use of composite scores derived from the sum of DSF and DSB performance remains popular today (e.g., Glassmire, Ross, Kinney, & Nitch, 2016) . However, several years ago, Reynolds (1997) contended that DSF and DSB should not be combined for clinical analysis, Wechsler-Bellevue and the WAIS normative samples were reported to be .67 and .68, respectively (Wechsler, 1939; Wechsler, 1955) . Based on the work of Blackburn and Benton (1957) , later editions of the Wechsler scales revised the administration protocol of the DSF and 1 In this investigation, Digit Span is considered a subscale, whereas DSF, DSB and DSS are considered tests.
DIGIT SPAN RELIABILITY 4 contrast, in the backward version of the digit span test, the participant is instructed to recall the stimuli in the reverse order with which they were presented. In the most recent versions of the
Wechsler scales (WAIS-IV and WISC-V), a third test is included within the Digit Span subscale:
Digit Span Sequencing (DSS). DSS requires participants to recall the digits in ascending order of magnitude. Theoretically, DSS is thought to differ from DSF and DSB in that it requires simultaneous employment of semantic and phonological processing prior to task execution (MacDonald, Almor, Henderson, Kempler & Anderson, 2001; Werheid et al., 2002) . To-date, far less research has been conducted on digit span sequencing type tests. However, the inclusion of DSS has been suggested to have increased the cognitive complexity of Digit Span subscale scores (Meyer & Reynolds, 2017) .
The practice of combining DSF and DSB test scores into a single Digit Span subscale score 1 has a long-standing history (Gignac & Weiss, 2015; Richardson, 2007) . With respect to the WAIS (Wechsler, 1955) , Matarazzo (1972) explained that the DSF and DSB tests were combined together into a subscale to ensure that FSIQ scores were not unbalanced toward memory span ability. However, in older versions of the Wechsler batteries, there was a clear reason to be concerned about the psychometric properties of the Digit Span subscale. For example, the Digit Span subscale score internal consistency reliabilities associated with the Wechsler-Bellevue and the WAIS normative samples were reported to be .67 and .68, respectively (Wechsler, 1939; Wechsler, 1955) . Based on the work of Blackburn and Benton (1957) , later editions of the Wechsler scales revised the administration protocol of the DSF and 1 In this investigation, Digit Span is considered a subscale, whereas DSF, DSB and DSS are considered tests.
DIGIT SPAN RELIABILITY 5 DSB tests such that both trials within an item were administered, regardless of whether the first trial was completed successfully by the participant. The consequence of this change in administration procedure was an appreciable increase in the internal consistency reliability of the Digit Span subscale scores. Specifically, the Digit Span subscale score reliabilities associated with the WAIS-R and WAIS-III normative samples were reported at .83 and 90, respectively (Wechsler, 1981; . With respect to the WAIS-IV, which includes the DSS test within the Digit Span subscale, the internal subscale score reliability was reported somewhat higher at .93 (Wechsler, 2008) . Finally, the mean (across age groups) internal consistency reliability of the DSF, DSB and DSS test scores was reported at .81, .82, and .83 respectively (Wechsler, 2008) .
Based on such psychometric information, in addition to basic factorial validity, the Digit Span subscale has been recommended for clinical interpretation (Kaufman & Lichtenberger, 1999; ).
Some Evidence for the Psychometric Distinction between DSF, DSB and DSS
The recommendation and clinical practice of combining different types of memory span scores into a single composite score is not without its critics. For example, Banken (1985) argued that DSF and DSB should be interpreted separately, because combining the two scores might obscure important clinical information. Banken's contention was based on his finding that DSB correlated more substantially with fluid intelligence than DSF. In a more recent investigation, Wisdom, Mignogna and Collins (2012) found that DSS within the WAIS-IV normative sample data evidenced a substantially steeper decline across old-age (70+), in comparison to DSF and DSB. Consequently, Wisdom et al. (2012) questioned whether DSF, DSB, and DSS should be combined for clinical analysis.
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Based perhaps on the most extensive analysis, Reynolds (1997) argued that DSF and DSB do not measure processes in common sufficiently to merit combination. Reynolds' contention was supported by the results derived from a factor analysis of the tests included in the Test of Memory and Learning (TOMAL, Reynolds & Bigler, 1994 Although Reynolds' (1997) did not report the correlation between the forward span and backward span factors, the association between DSF and DSB has been reported in other publications. Arguably, the correlation is surprisingly moderate, considering the highly similar nature of the two tests. For example, based on the WAIS-IV normative sample, the observed correlation between DSF and DSB was reported at r = .53 (Wechsler, 2008; N = 2, 200) . To place a correlation of .53 between these two ostensibly very similar tests into context, consider that the normative sample correlation between two other very similar WAIS-IV subscales, Vocabulary and Information, has been reported at r = .73 (Wechsler, 2008) . Niileksela, Reynolds DIGIT SPAN RELIABILITY 7 and Kaufman (2013) noted that the rather moderate correlations between DSF, DSB and DSS are consistent across all ages of the WAIS-IV normative sample. Furthermore, the WAIS-IV normative sample DSF by DSB correlation of r = .53 is not an unusual example in the literature. Dobbs and Rule (1989) reported a correlation of r = .55 between DSF and DSB, based on a heterogeneous community sample of healthy participants (N = 228). Additionally, Colom, Jung, and Haier (2007) reported a correlation of r = .56 between DSF and DSB (N = 48) in a brain imaging study of healthy adults. Although much less research has been published for the DSS test, the observed correlation between DSS and DSB has been reported at r = .51 (Wechsler, 2008) . Furthermore, the correlation between DSF and DSS is lower at r = .42 (Wechsler, 2008 ).
As will be discussed next, the moderately sized correlations between DSF, DSB and DSS raises questions about the internal consistency reliability associated with corresponding Digit Span subscale scores.
Internal Consistency Reliability Estimation in the Presence of Multidimensionality
As noted above, the WAIS-IV technical manual reported a mean internal consistency reliability of .93 for the Digit Span subscale scores, based on the normative sample (N = 2200).
A reliability value of .93 would suggest that Digit Span subscale scores are associated with a very high level of internal consistency reliability. However, it should be noted that the reliability estimate reported in the WAIS-IV technical manual is based on stratified coefficient α (a.k.a.,
Mosier's reliability; Mosier, 1943) , a method of internal consistency reliability based on classical test theory that amalgamates multi-dimensional sources of true score variance; specifically, common factor variance plus specific factor variance (Cronbach, Schönemann, & McKie, 1965;  DIGIT SPAN RELIABILITY 8 Feldt & Qualls, 1996) . 2 With respect to the Digit Span subscale, the multidimensionality is reflected in the fact that it is based on the sum of three different test scores: DSF, DSB and DSS.
Furthermore, there is evidence to suggest that DSF is principally a measure of simple span, whereas DSB is more substantially affected by working memory capacity (e.g., Oberauer, Süß, Schulze, Wilhelm, & Wittmann, 2000; Schofield & Ashman, 1986) . In a manner similar to DSB, DSS has also been suggested to be more substantially affected by working memory capacity (Wechsler, 2008) . Although stratified coefficient α can estimate multi-dimensional test score reliability, it will be demonstrated below that stratified coefficient α can substantially overestimate the amount of test score reliability associated with an underlying dimension of interest, which can have implications for subscale score interpretations.
More recently, an alternative, model-based, approach to the estimation of internal consistency reliability associated with global (composite) scores has been developed, when data are known to be associated with multidimensionality. The model-based approach is known as omega hierarchical (ωh), because the formula involves calculations based on the Schmid-Leiman decomposition of higher-order model solution (Zinbarg, Revelle, Yovel, & Li, 2005 Mosier's (1943) internal consistency reliability formula is the same as stratified coefficient α, when the indicators are weighted equally (Putka & Sackett, 2010) . Arguably, most psychometric assessment applications involve equally weighted composite scores, thus, the term stratified coefficient α will be used in this investigation.
3 Omega hierarchical can also be estimated from a bifactor model solution (Brunner, Nagy, & Wilhelm, 2012) . However, for the sake of simplicity, the current investigation focuses only upon the higher-order model application of omega-hierarchical.
DIGIT SPAN RELIABILITY 9 contrast to stratified coefficient α, which tends to yield estimates of internal consistency reliability that are larger than coefficient α (Putka & Sackett, 2010) , omega hierarchical tends to yield estimates of internal consistency reliability that are smaller than coefficient α (i.e., applied to the same data). Essentially, omega hierarchical is the opposite of stratified coefficient α.
Whereas stratified coefficient α amalgamates multiple sources of true score variance into a single estimate of reliability, omega hierarchical represents an estimate of internal consistency reliability that is unique to a global dimension, i.e., independent of the other (specific) factors within the data (Zinbarg et al., 2005) .
Stratified coefficient α can be estimated based on the coefficient α estimates associated with each of the strata within the data (i.e., tests), the variance associated with each of the tests, and the variance associated with the overall composite scores: where g corresponds to the general factor loadings (k = number of indicators in the total scale), s1, s2 …s correspond to the specific factor loadings (p = number of specific factors), and (1 -h 2 i) represents an indicator's unique variance. The factor loadings required as input into the omega hierarchical formula can be derived from a Schmid-Leiman decomposed higher-order model solution or from a bifactor model (Brunner, Nagy, & Wilhelm, 2012) . For example, with respect to the WAIS-IV (Wechsler, 2008) normative sample, Gignac and Watkins (2013) estimated the internal consistency reliability associated with FSIQ scores at ωh = .86 (core + supplemental). By contrast, the corresponding estimate based on the application of stratified coefficient α was .98 (Wechsler, 2008) . Thus, arguably, stratified coefficient α was an upwardly biased estimate of the internal consistency reliability of the FSIQ scores, as a representation of the general cognitive ability dimension.
Reliability Estimate Demonstrations
To demonstrate the distinction between omega hierarchical and stratified coefficient α in an accessible manner, two sets of data (each N = 2200) were simulated to represent hypothetical DSF and DSB item-level scores (we omitted hypothetical DSS scores for the sake of simplicity).
As can be seen in Tables 1 and 2 , the hypothetical DSF and DSB tests consisted of 8 items each.
With respect to the first correlation matrix (Table 1) , the mean within-test correlations associated with the DSF and DSB tests were set to . 35 and .36, respectively. 4 Additionally, the between-test correlations associated with the DSF and DSB test items was set to .30. The internal consistency reliabilities (coefficient α) associated with the DSF and DSB test scores were .81 and .82, respectively (which corresponds to the WAIS-IV technical manual; Wechsler, 2008) . Stratified coefficient α was estimated at .89 for the Digit Span subscale scores. By contrast, based on the Schmid-Leiman decomposition of a confirmatory factor analytic higher-order two-factor model, omega hierarchical was estimated at .82 for the Digit Span subscale scores (see upper-half Figure   1 for model solution and reliability calculations). Thus, stratified coefficient α was a notable, although moderate, upwardly biased estimate of the internal consistency reliability of the common memory span dimension scores. Next, a more concerning example is presented.
The second correlation matrix (Table 2 ) was specified such that the between-test correlations associated with the DSF and DSB tests was set to .00. Thus, there was no shared variance between the two tests. By contrast, the mean within-test correlations associated with the DSF and DSB tests were specified at .35 and .36, respectively (as per correlation matrix 1). The internal consistency reliabilities (coefficient α) associated with the DSF and DSB test scores were .81 and .82, respectively, again, as per correlation matrix 1. Importantly, stratified coefficient α for the Digit Span subscale scores was estimated at .81. By contrast, based on the Schmid-Leiman decomposition of a higher-order two-factor model, omega hierarchical was estimated at .00 for the Digit Span subscale scores (see lower-half of Figure 1 for model solution and reliability calculations). The difference between .81 and .00 is striking.
The results of the demonstration above show clearly that when the scores between two tests are correlated at .00, and the within-test item correlations are moderate, stratified coefficient α will suggest that the composite scores based on the combination of the two tests will be associated with a reasonable level of internal consistency reliability. Arguably, such an effect should be cause for serious concern, because the scores associated with the underlying dimension of interest was associated with the total absence of internal consistency reliability, in the correlation matrix 2 example. Stated alternatively, by combining the scores from two tests that are completely unrelated, there cannot be any expectation of consistency in the corresponding DIGIT SPAN RELIABILITY 12 (summed) composite scores, as a representation of the assumed underlying dimension of interest.
In contrast to stratified coefficient α, omega hierarchical yielded an estimate of internal consistency reliability that may be considered more appropriate, in this case, i.e., ωh = .00. For thoroughness, it will be noted that the correlation between the DSF and DSB test composite scores was estimated at .00 for the correlation matrix 2 data. 5 Correspondingly, coefficient α estimated from the correlation between the DSF and DSB test composite scores was calculated at .00. Gignac (2014) referred to such an estimate of internal consistency reliability as inter-subtest coefficient α (cf. Rae, 2008) , and suggested that it may be used as a simpler substitute to omega hierarchical, in many cases.
Study Purpose
As contended above, the correlations between DSF, DSB and DSS are lower than one might expect (r  .50). Furthermore, stratified coefficient alpha and omega hierarchical can yield radically different internal consistency reliability estimates. Consequently, the purpose of this investigation was to estimate the internal consistency reliability associated with WAIS-IV normative sample Digit Span subscale scores, as representations of a global memory span dimension, via omega hierarchical. For comparison purposes, stratified coefficient α and intersubtest coefficient α were also estimated.
5 The correlation of .00 was calculated with the simulated data. That is, the DSF and DSB composite scores were created by summing the respective items, and the two composite scores were correlated with a Pearson correlation in SPSS.
DIGIT SPAN RELIABILITY The simulated item-level data were associated with the following specifications: DSF within-test correlations equal to r = .35; DSB within-test correlations equal to r = .36; and DSS within-test correlations equal to r = .38. Additionally, the DSF by DSB between-test item correlations were equal to r = .23; the DSF by DSS between-test item correlations were equal to r = .19; and the DSB by DSS between-test item correlations were equal to r = .23. These values were derived through repeated attempts (trial and error) to achieve the relevant psychometrics reported in the WAIS-IV technical manual. Specifically, the simulated data were validated by estimating the inter-item coefficient αs for the respective DSF, DSB, DSS test scores, which resulted in estimates of .812, .818 and .831, respectively (i.e., consistent with the WAIS-IV technical manual). Furthermore, the correlations between the DSF, DSB, and DSS test scores corresponded to r = .528, r = .428, and r = .513, again, closely consistent with the WAIS-IV technical manual. Finally, stratified coefficient α was estimated at .909. Thus, the simulated data were considered highly representative of the data that presumably gave rise to the relevant DSF,
DSB, DSS and DS psychometric values reported in the WAIS-IV technical manual.

Model Testing
In order to estimate omega hierarchical, a higher-order model was specified with three first-order factors (DSF, DSB and DSS) and one general factor (global memory span) within a confirmatory factor analytic framework. In order to identify the model, the second-order latent variable's variance was fixed to 1.0. Additionally, one loading within each of the first-order factors was fixed to 1.0. As can be seen in Figure 1 , all of the DSF, DSB, and DSS items were specified to load onto the respective DSF, DSB and DSS first-order factors. The higher-order model solution was estimated via maximum likelihood (Amos; Arbuckle, 2012) . Furthermore, the confirmatory factor analytic standardized solution was decomposed via the Schmid-Leiman procedure (see Gignac, 2007 , for an accessible demonstration of the Schmid-Leiman procedure).
Watkins' (2013) omega program was used to calculate the omega hierarchical values, based on the Schmid-Leiman solution. For thoroughness, inter-subtest coefficient α was estimated, as it was expected to correspond closely to omega hierarchical (Gignac, 2014) . Again, for thoroughness, inter-item coefficient α was also estimated.
Results
The higher-order model was found to be very well-fitting,  2 (249) = 312.79, p = .004, SRMR = .022, RMSEA = .011, CFI = .996, TLI = .995. As can be seen in Figure 2 , all of the first-order factor loadings were positive and statistically significant (all DSF items λ = .59; all DSB items λ = .60; all DSS items λ = .62; all p < .001). Additionally, the DSF, DSB and DSS second-order factor loadings corresponded to .74, .88, and .71, respectively (p < .001).
Furthermore, the DSF, DSB and DSS first-order factor residual coefficients corresponded to .68, .48 and .71, respectively (p < .001). Finally, the Schmid-Leiman decomposed coefficients are reported at the bottom of Figure 2 . It can be seen that the DSF, DSB and DSS items were of the Digit Span subscale score variance associated with the WAIS-IV normative sample was implied to be reliable variance relevant to a single, global digit memory span ability dimension.
By contrast, stratified coefficient α was estimated at .91. Thus, stratified coefficient α suggested that 91% of the Digit Span subscale score variance was reliable. For thoroughness, inter-subtest coefficient α was estimated at .74, based on the correlations between the DSF, DSB and DSB tests (mean r = .49). Finally, inter-item α was estimated at .90.
It will be noted that, excluding the DSS items from the higher-order model, the Digit Span subscale scores were associated with a ωh of .68, based on a higher-order model with two first-order factors (DSF and DSB) and one second-order factor (DSg), which produced the following standardized results: DSF first-order loadings = .59; DSB first-order loadings = .60; DSF second-order loading = .81; DSB second-order loading = .80; DSF first-order factor residual coefficient = .59; DSB first-order factor residual coefficient = .60. Thus, the exclusion of the third memory span test (DSS) from the Digit Span subscale reduced the internal consistency reliability from ωh = .74 to ωh = 68.
Discussion
We estimated the WAIS-IV normative sample Digit Span subscale score reliability at .74 (omega hierarchical), which is considerably lower than the stratified coefficient alpha estimate (stratified coefficient alpha) reported by the WAIS-IV technical manual (i.e., .93). Several sources suggest that reliability values in excess of .90 should be required to allow for clinical DIGIT SPAN RELIABILITY 16 interpretations (Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 1997; Nunnally, 1978 The difference in internal consistency reliability between including the DSS items (ωh = .74) and excluding the DSS items (ωh = .68) from the Digit Span subscale does suggest some level of improvement in the Digit Span subscale from the WAIS-III (Wechsler, 1997) to the WAIS-IV (Wechsler, 2008) editions. However, the increase in subscale score reliability does not appear to be particularly large. Furthermore, the Digit Span subscale score internal consistency reliability of only .68, based on the DSB and DSF items, heightens concerns for Digit Span subscale score interpretations, in cases where the third edition of the Wechsler scales continue to be used in practice (e.g., Kanai et al., 2017; Olson et al., 2016) .
Inconsistency in the Estimation of Consistency
Webb, Shavelson and Haertel (2007) noted the lack of consistency associated with the various definitions of internal consistency reliability. Evidently, the different operationalisations of internal consistency reliability can yield vastly different results, as observed in this investigation with the simulated WAIS-IV normative sample Digit Span data. Specifically, stratified coefficient α would suggest that the Digit Span subscale scores can be interpreted justifiably in clinical contexts. By contrast, omega hierarchical would suggest that Digit Span subscale scores should not be interpreted justifiably in clinical contexts. It is our position that omega hierarchical represents a more valid estimation of internal consistency reliability, when the clinical interest is upon the global (general) dimension, and the subscale scores correspond to an appreciable level of multi-dimensionality. Arguably, our position is most sensationally defended by reference to the internal consistency reliability results reported for correlation matrix 2 in the demonstration reported above. Specifically, stratified coefficient α and inter-item coefficient α were estimated at .70 and .77, respectively, despite the fact that there was the total absence of any underlying general process associated with the data.
As often attested in the psychometric literature, coefficient α is not a test of unidimensionality (Cortina, 1993; Green, Lissitz, & Mulaik, 1977; Schmitt, 1996) . Instead, it may be argued that coefficient α assumes unidimensionality (Gignac, 2014; Miller, 1995) . It is certainly possible that the scores from some multi-test subscales may be "unidimensional enough" for the purposes of achieving respectable levels of underlying dimension composite score internal consistency reliability. Researchers have the option to estimate omega hierarchical to determine whether that is the case or not, as demonstrated in this investigation. Additionally, if time or expertise is not available, researchers have the option to apply a simpler procedure that has been described as inter-subtest coefficient α (Gignac, 2104) .
Finally, it will be noted that the relatively low level of internal consistency reliability estimated via coefficient omega hierarchical reported in this investigation (.74) is not Nunnally, 1978) . Secondly, and more importantly, a very low level of internal consistency reliability does not preclude a high level of test-retest reliability, as explained by Gignac (2009, p. 22) with an example composite based on height, intelligence and extraversion.
Recommendations for Improvement
Arguably, multi-test subscale scores derived from combinations of only two or three tests
are not particularly attractive with respect to the prospects of achieving high levels of global dimension internal consistency reliability, as omega hierarchical and inter-subtest coefficient α are determined, in part, by the number of tests included in the analysis (Gignac, 2014; Zinbarg et al., 2005) . Thus, adding one or more additional tests to the Digit Span subscale may help increase the internal consistency reliability (as estimated via omega hierarchical). However, including additional memory span tests is not a particularly attractive option, given test-taking time constraints in many clinical settings. Also, as reported in the results of this investigation, the addition of the DSS test to the Digit Span subscale did not yield an appreciable increase in Digit Span subscale score reliability (.68 vs. .74). Thus, efforts may be better spent elsewhere.
Because of the presence of a discontinuation rule, it is possible that the internal consistency reliabilities of DSF, DSB, and DSS may be lower than the estimates published in the manual (i.e.,  .80; Wechsler, 2008) . Thus, if the DSF, DSB, and DSS tests yield scores with internal consistency reliabilities closer to .60, for example, the maximum possible correlation between any two of the tests would be .77 (rmax = .60 = .77). From this perspective, inter-test correlations of .50 may be regarded as substantial, if .77 is the theoretical maximum possible.
If our suspicion is correct, perhaps the most efficient way to increase the internal consistency reliability associated with the Digit Span subscale scores would be to increase the number of items per trial from two to three (or four). Such a recommendation is consistent with Woods et al. (2011) who noted lack of accuracy associated with a testing method that involved only two opportunities (two items per trial) to demonstrate one's maximum memory capacity.
Thus, the internal consistency reliability of DSF, DSB and DSS test scores may be expected to increase meaningfully with the administration of three or four trials per item, rather than the current two trials per item within the Wechsler scales. Such an increase may, in turn, increase the internal consistency reliability of the corresponding Digit Span subscale scores. We note that the DSF, DSB and DSS tests are excellent candidates for development within the computer adaptive testing framework, which could enhance measurement precision, in addition to a simultaneous reduction in testing times (see Woods et al., 2011 , for example).
Finally, it should be made clear that we acknowledge the psychometric difficulties associated with ipsative intelligence assessment (McDermott, Fantuzzo & Glutting, 1990; Watkins, 2000) . Consequently, our recommendation to interpret DSF, DSB, and DSS test scores, individually, should not be considered an implicit endorsement of ipsative intelligence assessment (a.k.a., subtest profile analysis). Instead, we are simply recommending the interpretation of respectably internally consistent test scores against a normative benchmark.
Limitations
The most significant limitation associated with this investigation was that the Digit Span Forward, Backward, and Sequencing item-level data were not analyzed directly, as Pearson
Corporation does not make raw data available to researchers. Consequently, the item-level data were simulated to reflect very closely key reported characteristics associated with the WAIS-IV DIGIT SPAN RELIABILITY 20 normative sample (e.g., number of items, coefficient alpha). Although we are confident that the available information was sufficient to simulate data that would correspond very closely to the results that would have been obtained with the actual normative sample data, we acknowledge that there were likely some discrepancies. For example, the item-level data were simulated to approximate normal distributions, which is almost undoubtedly not likely the case with the actual data. Additionally, many of the correlations were specified to be equal in the simulation, which is unlikely the case with the actual data. Thus, it is probable that slightly different omega hierarchical estimates (say, |.02|) would have been obtained with the actual normative sample data.
Conclusion
The measurement of memory span in intelligence assessment has a long history and arguably a bright future. In fact, the Wechsler scales have increased the number of memory span subscales from one (WISC-R; WAIS-R; Wechsler, 1974 Wechsler, , 1981 to three (WISC-V; Wechsler, 2014) . However, the endorsement of the option to interpret Digit Span subscale scores (e.g., Wechsler, 2008 ) may lead to erroneous interpretations, if they are considered sufficiently reliable indicators of a common dimension of memory span. By contrast, disaggregated memory span test score interpretations can be expected to offer richer, and psychometrically defensible, insights into the cognitive functioning of people. Figure 1 . Completely standardized higher-order model solutions associated with digit span forward and digit span backward reliability (stratified coefficient alpha and omega) demonstration; DSg = Digit Span global; DSF = Digit Span Forward; DSB = Digit Span Backward; g = Schmid-Leiman general factor coefficient; s = Schmid-Leiman specific coefficient; item uniquenesses (residuals) were omitted for clarity and space; to the right are the respective stratified coefficient alpha (α) and omega hierarchical (ωh) calculations. Backward; g = Schmid-Leiman general factor coefficient; s = Schmid-Leiman specific coefficient; item uniquenesses (residuals) were omitted for clarity and space.
